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Jegal|plans;| 

; * • •. • , • »v By ROBERT p/wADE?, //&V* *Jfv 

\\ * ‘W* Annopolis Bureau o/ The Sun* a *'* :- 

; ■ , Annapolis^/Qualif ied”*/ prepaid ‘ legal; 

♦ plans, were .sanctioned :by?the ' Maryland* 
j, Court. of ; Appeals/, in* new rules unveiled " 

• here yesterday t >f^^^^;^^:^> 

The, court adopted changes/to the law* j 
j yer’s code of ' professional responsibility !; 

that will allow attorneys ,to participate in$ 
}. the plans. Legal sources said the rules'*. 

. were similar to those adopted last year by, } 
£the AmericanBar Association. /■>-&^-& /R 
? 1 The changes^iwere^ adopted r. ’as ; v an1? 

1 “emergency, measure,*”, allowing them to j 
/ go into effect on ^pw; Year’s, Day, /avoid-/ 
g ing a drawn-out advertising procedure:^; 
v . V£hat , step was taken because local iSW-^j 
^ yers are already/participating in several; 
i/$uch plans, according to the order made| 

! public yesterday.; . v > .? v$ ft: i 

Under the oldrules/ lawyers were in vi-' 
olation of ethical standards adopted by the* 

| -court and were’ liable for disciplinary .W 
.tion, « though v no;»suchVactidn ; was s ever/ 
.taken, legal sourqes said^f^tf 
../-/The courtialsoadopted.'a v slightchange > 
yin' the rules,; governing .advertising/ and \ 
/publicity .thtSti-will allowcprepaid plans the,i 
use of Signified ^commercial publicity.” 

. But the’plaps will notbe permitted to ad T j 
t vertise the narries/of thfe -attorneys con-/! 

' nected with them.7^^^,i{A’.^>' j ,iu\ j 

Lega} sourcesfsaid -they/ thought/that j 
was an insignificant, change 'in the rules] 
governing advertising by lawyers, an issue ] 
that is now before the Supreme Court. I 

The language adopted by the court set : 



sanctions 


ns m 


ting down the conditions under' which the 
. plans can operate was vague/ A leading 
• expert in 'the field; Sandy 'DeMerit, of the ' 
‘National Consumer CenterfOr Legal Ser- ' 
'vices in Washington, said the language' ap*; 
/pears to, allow both, profitTmaking andj 
/nonprofit' plans to operate, but under dif-/ 

/ ferent procedures; *; > - • 

I'/^The rules’ would allow nonprofit organ- , 
l izations, such as labor unions, to organize. ! 
{ plans, with their own sets of attorneys. • • 

^ ProfitTmaking plans, on th e othe r hand,/* 
\ ' appear under, the rules to be limited to so- 
called: “open panel” procedures/ Ms. De- / 
H Merit said such a plan would -let, a person,; 
br choose, a lawyer on his, own in the same/ 
filway that a person covered by a health in-v 
b surance plan . can. chdose his or her- own / 
|r doctor/:. •//■ >• / ,u : • '"Ay. y ■*? 

h ■' ; . ' The restrictions will have little effect/ : 
fj/ she said, because mosyof the plans, no w - 
^operating are^onprofit./ ' . /,.., 1- ’ ‘ 

£ y The plans normally , offer’d wide range * 
of legal, services to participants, .usually in/ 
J /return for a monthly payment or a payroll 
If deduction. Since l971 , the federal govern- ; 
fc'ment has allowed such - services to be ne- /; 
| gotiated by unions as fringe benefits. ' 

! One attraction . the plans have, ’is' for,; 
t middle-income people' who earn too much/ 
/for publicly assisted legal heip./bu^who / 
f, cannot afford huge legal bills. 

Legal sources .said the court was par- 4 
Uicularly concerned that lawyers /partici-' 
pating in a prepaid plan be able to main- • 
tain independence from the organization, 
operating the plan. The court added a sec- * 
:.tion to the canons encouraging participa-/ 
tion but warning that “such participation 
' should at all times be in accordance with ' 


.the basic tenets of the profession:' Inde- / 
xpendence, integrity; competence and devo^ ,'i 
- ( tion to the interests of individual clients ” -Zi| 
: One of the disciplinary rules adopted | 

/would prevent lawyers or anyone else/ 
.from organizing a, prepaid 'plan for the < 
/‘primary” purpose of making money. But j 
y sources said the juse of {he word “prima- 4 
ry”- was vague enough to allow attorneys' ,i 
. to claim they had organized the plan to ; i 
/.-help people as the primary reason; ' > 4 

* The rules also require a plan to send a/j 
yearly report to the Maryland State Bar ) 
Association on a form provided by the- as-' ■ 
sociation. That requirement' might repre-^ - 
/ sent the first major stun\bling block for ? 
I attempts tp regulate the plans in the state. 4 J 
In the Employment Retirement ; In-/ 
...come Security Act 1 of 1974, Congress 

> empted legal service plans from state qon-^ 
trols: The act requires tha( annual finan-/ 

. cial reports.be filed -with the'Uriited States j 

> secretary of. labor. ■ n-'-V j ,* ; \ / 

:u Ms. DeMent said she Hgd some indica- j 
/; tions from the Labor Department that it I 

would rule the plans entirely exempt from j 
v state control. , >// </’ V--, vv 
\ , Richard J. Scu’pi, director of Laborer’s^' 
Legal Services, a nonprofit plan operated/ 
by the Laborer’s District .Council of Wash-/} 
ington, said he would not challenge. thb re- , 
; J porting requirement as' long as it required^ 

. -. little effort or expense on his part to fulfill i 
' : the rule.' ** - ;/ v s » ■> . , -.i, 'Uj 

•/ 1 The Court of Ap peals a dopted th e new 1 
'• rules Thursday afternoon, according - to 
: James H. Norris, Jr., ‘clerk of, the court... 

1 Mr. Norris said all seven judges signed the ! 
-order, making the changes a unanimous ! 
decision of the court. 
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